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3d^5RT 

^^#,311^,2006 

ft. 1-13/2005-ftt fftTOTW wftdRuj srfftftRR, 

1997 (1997 cfTT 24) eft S7RT 2 eft WIRT (l) ft WS (ft) MH cf^T £TRT 11 ftf 
WTRT (l) ft (ft) ft 3f-cnfa ft^ 'MTcbK £RT ^tgd ft. 13-1 /2004-f?R£ ft 
ftPTcT ST^RJxFfT ft. 39 ft. 44 (i) cTSJT 45 (#) ft'lift 09/01/2004) ft 7TM 

ft&cT ftRcfftl ^ftcfR ftftqiHcjo PlftfcRR 3Tftift7RT, 1967 (1997 W 24) ftt £TRT 11 
ftt WIRT (l) ft (ft) ft ftn (ii), (iii) cMT (iv) eTSTT WTRT (2) ft ftcfftcT 
p^ri ftftrft wr prftftT ^ ftRftii ctrrtr fftftnw mfftrRRT 

PlHicHRsiO 3ITft?T vJTfft cfRcTT 1? : 


1. ftfam w, finik ctstf wftr 

i) 3Tftrr "^RftxlR (sltecwRftl efSTT ftsTcft ftcITft (^RRT) ftfe (TOT 

ftftfcR) 3TTft^T 2006 (2006 W WRIT I 

ii) ^ ft^t ftRcT ft rTFl ftftT | 

(iii) 7T? 3TTft?T RRWT ft ^Hft JRJRH ft cftfe ft eTT^ ftTT I 

(i) 
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2 (i) (tH-ScblRd‘1 cfSTT ^raTTj (^TCT) 3TT^T, 2004 (2004 

cFT : 6) 4 'SIcfaH 3 Tf M TWfStcT Tjftfetf ftHlcifecT ^5 cRJT 

^r« ■HklfSrd yfirfe'ift 3>t 5 a^ 3«h’ ^ 3 vjfrsT vrupn: 

r\ 

*3*t : 03 3 ^ ^ ^ 3 dlrclRsId ^PTH feH? *PTH 

<£ PraPm 3 Pr^ileiRad wwl kipt 3 ^ dupii : 

(i) 3W<JT 3 ^TcT # srafifa #6efi eft Rrjt cTSTT 

*rrer ; 

(ii) #ra (^pjigt) *ft <£m<T 3 Rrp m\ *rm i> ^tct £ ftp? 

PWRd cpl*ici 3§t >!\5f M 26.12.2003 cf>t ^Tef (WJ?f) 3»t 

. _ IN_V A . 

<3pTRn; 3TT? 

(iii) WT t, ^ ^RH f^FH cfSTT RT^T $ JJctf GTePT 

^TeT eft cfft’Trff ^3T f 

3. c^l^l^ch WH 

GTT^T <£ 3fgW '<f>' A o mmiFW f^TT W 11 

sfl&npR, 

TT%?T *MI$«bK (# TTO^ TfttT^T) 

[feirniiAv/i42/2006/3m ] 

3T5«fET - cf> 


1.1 3p5 snp *tc€T Rrc^r afnrW w ^rfRfRRsr <nft ^t^t, wfrarl 

?PT^T ft ^giTcr STT ft? ^ftt ^ ft (3fS(RT ft ft^ef ftp# 26.12.2003 
^ «TK fftpJT TRJT ft) eft 3)c4'l ft-lol ^ ft STC^cT IftpJT WPT tu I^IJ | 
W^rafR^T ft> arj^TR PTJ ft ftpeT (#1ei1)/3TSJcrT ft^ft eft it ft 

^RqRfd 3PJefr STcFT—STeFT ^TT l;«f>d 31cTftT) 3TPJR *R 'ptj 3T6PT 

W $> ^ ft g^ft ft ftftfSra ftffts 3nft?r ^ pRjst tjt^ipt 5r*rpft 



[WTIII—35PTg4] 


VTCfl *>T TF5PJ5T: 


3 


1 1 w$ arertqT, ?if ft q5?T rit ft> ^Rc? ft fta? 3icnr-aicnr 
ftt ftfaft ft ?rej 3 \j)H<t>i(1 q ft g>R^r ft im Rjft?r 

SINK ^ftd?i J l dc TI ft 3tRT? q? ftufa qjftq ftcIT ti IRIJ-Haft RFcR q?t 
3ffr? ft q? q>FT qqT ft) ^ "ft ^dot ?fjj? ft ft?T? ^ t 1 <m'I qft SfcTT—3JeR 

q?gfcr ^P i ^r t qj?% ft ftnj, £ftq> atftsr 3 ftftfcR qft 3ii4!W4>di 1 1 

1.2 ^ *f T^fTq^rsfr ftqsq ^ 14 qtft, 2005 ft ft rkr ft 

tfftp 3TT^I 3 ftftsR qq rera ftRT | 3Fjftq ftRI ft) 1.10.2004 ft 

£ftq> 3?ftqi ft irmRf *t "3JSRT RJ 3RR ft *tR ft ?R if ' ?T5ff qft 

ftm qm; i iw 3?af q? t ft> ?^ qij ^Roff qft afenr ft=ra ft ?oq ft 

£r gfqr q*?rqr R ?Tq)?TT tl wfft q? ’ft fftqT ft) qq) «TR ft 

qq qq> qqT ftdd qTR q??ft q?, Rj ftdd + 1 *j 6 qft q?, gsi-wllcl ft 

fftq qft qqft qieft ffe qft tirsm qtftftq) q? ft ?q? q? ftq> ft qnft qrflqi 

<^d?l ?pqq q? qT ft) qft si^scpi'to; qqT ftdcH—'RJi? q5?ft ft 4Tq qft^ 

RIT ftlcT qp5> q?RT qtfclT t ft ftft ft ^teft ft 3ft? ^Rt (ftrft) qft ^ 14)^1 

^cpol -cMd ft RT ft qft ull-fl qiftq cfqT RJ ftdeft ^ ^IdcH 'd*J6 ^ 

RST ^ ?®T wn *nft?l MlftcbRT 4)T sir q«JT-?mt1tRT 4fteT tcflftyR 

Pm, 1994 3 > ftnm 9 aft? ?m ?td f? q? 6.6.2005 ?t 3 tmt# <ft*R 

^ ?ftftcf y^RT eft 3ft? ’ft 3)T4)ftcT ftRT ’Tmri 

1.3 % 5?m?r q? ft?n? ftRT sft? ft^f?t ftRT ft> m aiftcp 

iMH4) 'I ^ UTR 45?^ g?t 3ft? 3ffrR ft^f?t ft^t ^t ^ ailTO W5f 4^ 4?t 
3TRR4RT 11 ??ft) 3T6MT, 1.10.2004 ^ tft9) 3Tft?T i> WJlfRER 4)t 5lftRT 
^ ^t?R ^leff 4)T R) ?TR4)1?5? ^t ^?ft sll^lW? 4) qm HI^'t^R. RJ '^t' 
^qeff g?t q?f qft ur#ra) ??r? q? qfftr q^. ^ qft ^l«i'Hi§e ff «ftq) qftqft 
qft qqqftRT q)?^ ft?t q^ ^ ft ftj.l cRJR? xjq? ?fgq^T q?R?f qq 
qnft ftRt w ftr?ft ?q ?rft qfr quftc? ftRt qqTi 
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2.1 utTOT 1.3 3 Uoft^ TOT t, ®JTW W?f foF? TTlteRT 

^ 7.11.2005 eft T?cf> WRt TO Uffft 3>ft 3>T ftftat feRTI WRf ft feP? 
P l HfclRsI cT TITO T33TTJ TO : 

(i) tot toi irt ^gsro to 3fjtor "araraT to ajcrr ft 

TOT ft ftt f^ft ft ftftftR TO TOoTO *ftTO< fftTIT TORT 

to Rfti? 


(ii) Rft Rft ft tot fttt crfr^r ft t 1v»r*ft wrroft totto 

SfRT TOTO ftRTT TO TOTOR Rfh^TT ftroft. f^RT^T ^FT TOR ft 

OTJR ftt ftt^ TOTOafT Rft f, ft ftcR ft TRTOJT t.TOft ff ft ftft? 

(iii) TOT tTOTTft TOlft ft font, fcjRTO S’ftHId TOTO TOR ft ftRoit ftt 
c?ft, vft 26.12.2003 ft ftaWM at, ft TJoTTO 3 TO 4 ftftf ft ftf 
3 'H-HMcll TO fftfTOT TOft ft fft? fftTO TO TOit, ftT3J<?T ftft? 3TlftT 3 
ftftapT fftTO TORT ^TTf%r? I ft ft «MHlft TOT ftft TOfftj ftk 
fftftcHftTO fft>oft 3 ft 3R ftlHlftt TO f^rerf^T ftft fftTO TOR : 

(ft TOR ftf if 'H-HMcll ft fftrfTOR ft fftj 26.12.2003 ft faeiHH 

ftRftr ft Tpp ft ftror afar ftro ft ftm r ft ft tot ft sftfRra 

fftTO TO TOTOTT t ? 

(7l) TOR ft—ftTO ftRT ft ftlol TOJi? ft ftlRR RTO ^lol ft aftTO 151*10 
TO W oPTTft ft fftj ftR^ (ftf ftR) ft STcFT—TOcFT ftcT ft 
TOcPET ftRR afSTT ftf 3ft ft-ftfT ftft ft ftRRT TO}^ ft a^ 
c^tRcT ^5T f^Rra fa>7JT WRT A WI ^ 5R5R yTOT 

STcRT ^RcT g>t af!g> gSfacT W f^RTcf cRf TORPTctT ^ ^ 

f^fTT oft fcRR ■fer.: cTHT E!#iT ? 


[VPTIII—T3JS4] 


*FT wra: awtrewi 
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(»r) rtt Rff aw tr^fcT ft RRcft t afte err gft ftRfarR t|^ 

RT after RR %? 

(q) RJT -HHHdl RT frofa ^ R5RR5? ^ RR>f ft fft?R v3THT 
^rrf%TJ ZJT ^RH fftRR ft) ^Toff ^ fcR Rfr dl-siR I 'frRK ftl ZT^ftft 
ZJ? tepfa ftRT RFIT Rf%T? 3fte W ■'HHI'Hdl RT 3)IR<?H Rzft <ft 
fcR t^TR qft *TTR cTETT q§q (ci|m<+.dl) tR ftt fftqR ftRT RFTT 
Rfftr?? 

(iv) R 1 !^ *i1^l ft ItefH TJR Rci'i‘f Rt qqcwv fftcRR 3ft 

aRRrTT t, ftterr % ijqfttaft crtt Rftcter rt rrtt t, eft ftftr 

ffterfft ft RR 3TRTTR uTFTT xIT%TJ cfSTT 2fftR 3nft?T ft 

rr fftfftre ^tecteter arftfSieT ftfft ? 

(v) RR 26.12.2003 ^ RTR 3JR fft)R RJ xjHefl'/^Rf Rjjft ^ feR 

RnsRRsftr im RTRa^ftteT ^ RRffcr Rft Rrft Rieft rSIrt Rft 

WWiftiRT gRT ^5RJ RJ SP^TR ^rimiftfcl Rft RTfftR Rft 
« 

ajcRSJT ^ RT8T HKpitp qft*icft ^ ZeR *R TlftRT RR fftR vjii-ii 

RflR ? 

(vi) rr 1.10.2004 i> ttepr 3nft?r ^ 4 *ft st^ttr ft# te#ft ft 

rr sii^i-w^ irn RteroftRS ftf RRfftei Rft Rrft Reft RftRT ft 
Rf##r fft>R rtr t #, st# irt tj# rhr Rft zjrr ft> fete 

RRlIftlel fft>R RHT R%TJ ? #ft gf eft ??Rf fftRT TPRR RTRR 
3T®R cb^lcHdl ftl R# R#T ? 

o 

(vii) RR ?ft Slcl‘1—3)e1'l ft left ^ cfft*iel Pl'4k u l Rft 3Tte 3TTRR el'll 

RftR eTlfft) rjiRterTT i> iftftftR ft jftWef afftjfeft ^ 

REZR ^ t=Teft ^ #1 ft ajTW fftRRT TTRT R7 ? 
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u m 4 yro i fft^r 

gft 3«i'!ii5C www.trai.gov.in ft vPRRET 1? I tRFRf gfftRJT eft '*TT 7 T eft 4 18, 19, 23 
3ft7 25 uHq ft. 2006 gft gPRT: fftwft, ftWft 3fr? etftdcfclcll ft 3lftRr FTCRT 

IcTetr:— fcpTff f^rcr Tftj I rremf ^rf^TT ft> ftftH fftf*FT ^ftf tR ttRT fftnjfarfti 3F ^TR 
appftr ft fftoT w ti 

T?R?f trfftRn ^ fthrrr *ranj *n? fft y <fc p» i 

’srmr ^ anm zfaor ?7yF ^ mw & tw 4'’ gf gezft ^ fcW 
3fTt?r 4' W?lf£FT 

3.1 1.10.2004 ft* 3Trft?T ft 3RJ «TRTf ft* TTRT—TTRT gF tncTETR t % 

FlFcPR^ gRT 26.12.2003 ft* FTC efft^ gqj ft ftgR ?f5i gRft gT 26.12.2003 gft 

fttvj? #rt cftr gTg ft ft #rt ft ggRft gft ffterfct ft 26.12.2003 gft ftftijcf 
3rf6rtFKm ^ftfaT ft gfe gft w ggFft t sreift % ftpT ggT ft #ra gr uRciRfd tjtpftlg 

ftpR 3RFr-3RPT ITT gtj #RT ?Pp ft* PFT ft* ^>g ft XRPR 3PgR IR tR^g fftigT 

g 1% 26.12.2003 gft ftfafg #TR ft* PTP ft* gig ft I PF PTggFT t ffti pg ft 

ftpR 26.12.2003 gft ftfaj? #TR PPJ^ g>T PPT g£f Ffft afR 26.12.2003 gft ftftljg 
#=Teff gft arfejcm #pt rstt ci?r ft* Fggft ft?rgRr ggRT angR gg gft 
Pmnffl ftftt 3Tmr ^ ^ 4 ft gggpaft 3?ggT ggcfg gcRftaft, Pg ft #Pcft PF 
3RPT-3RPT in ^ftpoT PPJ^ ft* gFT ft tRPTg FTPT F*ft gg gft^ fftufg ftfft gt Tjft 3PTft 
egTFR Fg fftgR gftft | ggFgTaftggl TRTT flT5g>R^ 7T FftF Ftft Wra tJ5R¥t3ft 
ft* FRT 3Pft ftt 5RcTTg gft ^TT 3Rft“ra>R gRft g?T fftcHx^M tl ^Rllft d<f>ftl<tft 

ftT fP tRPR ffttPoP vTTftftfmsft ^tflcT fftcRR ^jSIeTT ft fttft ^ RR <R 
11 

3.2 JRrfft tRRRf XRf ^ ^Ir^rR ft TM tpPRT3ft ft'ld-1 ^ ’p SRrfTT ft '3?sjclT 
ptj 3RFT #TcT '^PJ^ ^ PPT ft> ^f)P ft" 5Tsftf gft FFlft gF ST^ftET f^IT ''RIT «TT 
3tftH Frarr ft fftgR-fftp?t ^ ftkpr wjTTaftw gro tjf Ffft?r fft^u w % ft 
wft t ffti tJP^rafti^T eft FRT fftRlftf eft 3T5^TR IftvT tRTT# cTSTT ft^Tcf ^Pp ft ^ 
'Jpft g5T (c)0cM si'll Plf^^ I 




[VFTin—^Pg-4] 


hrw : srarwr 
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3.3 rrtIr f> rRN f rrstRi srt n? Rjopp <ra> ftnr w f% ai^-w-wy 

W «n=raft t^5R f% t 26.12.2003 3>t ftup fttf Rr Rpjft nit ’ft w 3ft, affair 
rr rjrr 1 %q Tftt Rr rt^ gf rr Rt ti ^ aftR cra> ftnr wftt fsftsr 

RfSt cfft f> RPRR I^lcff'l tRRff 4 TJTJ atRRT Rcl RPJ? ft Rift Reft cff RWT 

gRt fierfcr f nft t 1 n? ft cpf ftuT w t % ^ Rri Rpp 4 aroiRw 

R?tf ft ferq ^irr wt f wftoarf g?T IfRta fR t rirrr| RRatR <jft ^ 

R Rel RT>p 3>T RT3R RRtT RJRtft tcP? tfTRR WIT RTSR1T 1 1 RRlfRt R OTR <ft 
txRrlT Rift t RIRRQ n? ft Rf)c|*K ff>UT R3HT % 13 wRR ffeRn RFRf ft 3RJT 
ffRtnr smnf^cT ftot Rrcft 3#n> nfft t afiR i^RlRfei<f1 ft amre 4 wr gft 

vrfcjzfi ft ffa ft ilciHH 3FR ft 35TRRR fjRft ft®# ft RP#t t fvfRlf RR3?tR 
<ft FrafcR <ft#f RR Rift -JR t^cft n?t f# <13 RTW 11 

3.4 ?ft wr cfr ftRnaft nt 'arw ^Rrr ^ wftor Rnreft t Rjsnn ffnr t ffr 

affcR tftR RR &Rf-ii<W®cb"K ^ 3cfaH Rlft^T 3>t fR# fCJ affqteR ft WFf Rt 
ffwt 5TTO ffTT WIT R5RT t aftR ?Rf RRTt®m ft WRTafpRT H?t RjffcT ft utft I 

3.5 Rift PT# f fRT ERRM ft g>|i|fvc|AR RR f^IR ^cl ^rf^ET tmiff 3miR qR ft 

f%1JT RUT RIW 11 lRra>T 3TT5RI fRlT 1% f^FT Wlf qR ^Ro ^^Tcft i> 

IdR rTlH f^Fl SfR ^5t <^q<<i|IR ftft I 1116 ollq^, vjqtjj foPJ uft 26.12.2003 ^t 

^Rlff STRR8IT 'FT ^PJ ^ ■cl'icril ^ fePJ ftft uft 26.12.2003 ^ «IT5 
ftRRt HTcRETr WRT3Tt RRTFT ^ JtRRTR ^ 3T)EnR RR 3FTcT:, 'PHfct Rff SRR5IT ftft I 
cM OTR ^5t SRTlfqRlt' ^ fePJ f^R’-f^R’ TTW ^ ftRR ^ gjpRrFT <f 
RStftcR ft RRft ti n? TRRtm nft Rftw ftR W! t eft ?Rtn?t airatRT, ?RT 
atTEJR RR ft ^5t T3TPRft fif> n? nrj Tltowff i> Trict 3RnFPJpf ftnn ?R1^ 3)(clR4e1 
Rrts -rI^tsit f wrRnaft i> fcPt Rtft f^wt ^ft rRcrt gft ^Rg^r rtr t 
tl^CR W ft tR ItIR ft I 
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3.6 ipf TOTOtf TO fadR |TJ 3ftw TO d TO ftgdT 

^ F*T f^R W>t 3*3^ gW ft> ^??R ft<t>c*T v}i|d«| BWT 

5nfe<l>'! u l ^ WTO^Tf RPTcH ^5TR <4V» 1 < R RR^ TO fVfa fcTRT 

tl 

^r-^i^wcr u u iicf) 4' ft w farv v&fcr 

3.7 fofa'CcflTORT TOT ywifcld WT?flSJR if .^(oiHRsIcI TORlT R> W^> RRRTR cfc RWf if 
7^31 TO RTOTT 11 £T^ % facPTO, 2005 if RReT toflfcRR ^ fefuRcftRRR R) RTO 

if wfpT ff Ri'KjcT terM r?t ti ft r> tor rft to> fa> 

^Tt/TOUR TOW ft WWTtx^ cTSTT 3TfctR TO jffWJR afprfew # fefarfcflctR»l 
R?f 3TtW 3TTOTW <& 3H'c|^A|4>c1l TOT5T 7# tl wT TOTRT ^ReT RTORT 

#t 3ik TOW?f i[FTO ’pidrTT WTO fWt TOg R TO ft TOT R?t ftRT RrWT ft XJlt Rf 
^W37TT t TOTR> foTW ft gTOTTR RRif R>t gfcTeTT RTOW Rtf FT TOTOft 11 RFWFToT, 

to t r*r aftw fefrreoftRRR #ff ft t>5FT if wi cfTwti 

3.8 w^ g?nw rf xft f^n tott t ft> -ik-^T wf^m if Rrft ^to tor FtRT Rrftw 
f^RTWf ^RTO TOJF Ri *f(TO ^ReT R?f aflTOT RjfRcT Rft g?TRT if WR> #RWT Rft R^fRR TO 
TOT cPT TOfr I xtWTT fft tftp TO^TO if TOTOftTR #f R* 3TRpfcT RF^ tt vj^<j fa>RT 
RRT t, 3TTOT-3TTOT ^RoTf eft R?tRcT R> f^Rfa TO TOtt 3Tsf tTRT TOT ^RcT TOp ft 

tfrm to? 3Tcto tror ft ftrow w>t gf^rar xffyj^ ft i 

3.9 TO? gfeffal Wf ft RTTOTT t tftxp 3TT^r if WF 3ffiRT4 f^RTT TOW ft> 7rf% 

TOTOT (^ ajc#w) TORrfer to tror ^ tot wT tot if to if trot wft imro^r 
w?r tow cfr : tror w?r w?tot to iff 3ror wfrRT ^ ttot ftro tort 

WTHwi FTT^ WTTOftfTTT ampfri sTTFTORTOT ITO WR: 3TcTOT- 3ITOT w5tro TOFt ^ 
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CMFT HI—gPg[43 

ftFo^ FF cfF> ftFT FncTT t ft? RTFTF Ffeot 3 ftfiRF ffff $ #FFt ttft Fttt t 
aik jj?f ift gw f^rafftcT wft Fttft t, fttF# tFct fpji ff I^r Ft f# fft 
wg F>t gfa?T #fff Fpp <f atom-atoR F?t hrft ff Ftt ttift 
tl FFFFM, FR: FF tF3T W ^ % tFct FFJf *f #TcTf FF #?T FF5 ft WT>ft 
FFTcIT Ftt FtcTT t fttFTF? 3fT?R FF t tfacff F?t 3RR-3JeR 3lfiRttF ftRT FIRI t 
aftF IFtfeR IFT<ft 3R# FRif oTRcT Ft FFFFfr tl 

3.10 FF FJUTF 1% FT# FT^ F?t FTTF FtW 3tk 7% eft # FtW FRF eftFF 

g?RT Ft# FtftF. cfmfiR* f# 11 ff tftF> ant^r # ftfft # argFR # Ftt t 
aftF if# f#tr eftRT fr# arftFt oft tFFT ffjf f?T cftF# f*T 26.12.2003 *ft 

ftFRR *Hetf XI'JS # F?RW FFF FF PWBla etWdl t, # FFFl"eRF F?t XRFFHi # 
tFT Ft FIF5# 11 

3.11 F^FF tF# eft #F FTF FfFFT # FTWR # ^ # FTFftcT FF? 3RT FJSTTF 

g^Rct: f?ft Rgrft frtfr t aftF ff ^ # ft#F ff ftr#; f?fr 1 1 

3.12 RPJFF fcRctFR aftF FFR# uftiFT FF foR RJ ft#F # 3TRR FF k#FTft## 
FF FTFFR F#t ?RT ftftRcttFTF'F FF FFTTF F#t # atcFTFT F>t# ^Fft F^fcT Ftt 
fo3Tt # ftlF# IFT FRFFTFF FRRR Ft FTF? I ft#t 3TR ftF ?<?F FF ftFTF F?# ^ 
^ FF FF FtFFFF ^ Pl u Ii| F?t FtftfiTf F5FFT sTFFF FtFT I 

26.12.2003 WTFT $Wcf¥ ¥t f rff (TeFTT $ W $ &Jd& oft 

zat' 4 wgnnL m ftefon & fov W7&*rm fey md 

?*mi<t>r wt <tviM £ foR. ijfcrzT 2ftv mt?r 4' wwifenr <f^ni 

3.13 FctHH 3 flt?r ^Ftt F?tt F^frt Ftf ^t Ft t foTFIFF FIcR 

26.12.2003 FJt fcfUFR tFeff Ftt XIHMdl FF FcF eTFt% # feR f^FT FF FIFFF tl 

Ft ^tFctt F?t FRR FR^ fcR FRF°tf FTFSjt FifeRFFt ^ FFFR FRFFT FJF t f^> 

f^Fft FF> t%t?r FPt ’JJ’f Ftf <FFT «TT FFPctT 11 IF# # FRFT FFR^f FF t ft? # 

^Fcff # f^FF FTRFtt FFT FF4 fR F^t 'yWFT % FRRcF FF FFI FTFT <$ 
2343 GI/2006—2 
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ire *ft $h gm $ mre £ieff i 5 T iFre (’jre) n ijiht ftfos mf i> ufafi i>t 
areirrer ^ 531£1 nreref f*rre iitrere, ifkrep i£ grefor irht t 

3 fa f Hfeig it Hire gn? «fc £ierf it Hitf £ i?W ift itch ift arai-aicre sft 
aft Hirere 1 1 are: Hire nreret, frre*fr ak £ a>t ennn arai-arai 

gasrc aft £, aft aftin arHi-arcre krefker aRir n£t remka* kMi 11 fh are 1? 
hut fforfft iit k tfr fh ire n hi®N £Iht t1 are: aft£ a>r 4 fair ^tt hr 
it g«re freir, 1? ftw# TiejT ga> ana^ere £tht afk gHfeR if 1 j?f i£t 
£nri 


3.14 WH3T tg H cfc ^5M cfc apJHR atfef, 2004 1> gHllf m £ vifcefRsId wjcft 
H gfrtl l d UHTT ’ft glFft l€t ?tlT| ?H wjct if IF FPlcT fell HT t ft># 

’ft £lH aft HWcT, £leT Wfig ift aftHcT aftlH it ^Pt k vHJTFT iff Ft=ft Hl1%^ I 
43<g l d , ^tHT 1% gHl?f-gir £ £t vTeeRF ftpJT HIT t F*Rt it £loTt 1> H^F vt£ 

ft> /*CTJ Htt^H (gRtH £leT ift iftlH £lH H^ ^ aftlH 1> «RPR t) 

# ink £ icre Mfo ire Pw>h<ii t 1 

3.15 mrel<w i aiY aft fereforeY aft aftanf <i> ftraiiaf at inffa^irf 

an greetre areft an u , ki i <i £1 ija> £t i^fcr fait 3 reireT nr Hirer £ hf £ 
£HcT H^F ift aftHtft aft klT, # teR Hlft HllltvH 1RHT. Haft 

gHR «j» ' 3*1 ell ^ (ait'C 3 FH ifl qivnix A W 1 % HHY) ^ ^^eil l>t 

arere-arePT ^trett ^t cure <«shi sfh? hi «fti> 4 > 1 ih Riiih ^ 

Hiwtsre ^ ire arere-nePT iftid' PwfRd ^iri fi ipffMfirf 
gresfre ^ fenj 2 Rm> an^n A Hirttre f^n «n ift # i ?h gf^n 
HTC ^ i^it ihit ^1£ i 

3.16 5 £leff 1 > gl> ^ 3 P ^t HPm fcHHV 2003 £ 50 H. «ft I A 

aiere-arere £icft ift itticr: 30 i. (am i#rere). 251. (^erav<), 15 ho (PRei), 

8 H. (HT^T) aik 7 H. (HT 51 > reiFH) ^cT = 85 H. £ I 






[qpTiii—•gp*g43_yr wre: arareTFT_ 11 

ftef ^ 3TJHR W TTTJ 3TFf HHWvjH $ #ReT 3>T jNW TC > ^*RT 30*1.07 
(yil'wlfcl ^ feTt;) = 32.10 Rf. fWt | *pft w«pi>< *1*1 et) ^ fen; ipft 5RiR 3»t 

rnmn gff «mpfr afk ^?r mm g>f wit srt oienr-stenr ^Feff #ewtc> <pt nen 

eFTTOT v51T *PRTT 11 

«ra tdel gjf ^lel ^FJj? $ *£TT WFIT eft f^ff 3rpmf> ^Rf 
30* 1.07*(50 / 85) = 17.77 tfpff I ^PfcT ^fef <J>FTcT WIT, #def 

3 3TeFT-3tePT 3peff gft gffJRff ^ ^PTRj g?Pmf ufrgm qff v5mff(, #BT 

urn ftnsrr w 11 snrc ff^rtei fan;: m; as *. w so v. 11 

*FJ£ 3 3IeFT—31eFT #6eff g>f ^facT $ faPffVR ^ fcFf *pft dl^l'W'f) 

^ 26.12.2003 3?t ^ffujcT ^NeT 3?FTcT, 26.12.2003 ipf jftvip tl l ^«f> I W i> 

#ief (*njjtf) ^Fjj? ^tRcT 3 *ftft f^nr tror *mn 3> aiepr-ampr #mf 3>r 
^f5t*fcT, ^pft «IW<t>IW<f ^ ^FFT ftRF 7WT W ^ ^Teff <j> $Rnj ^ fteT ^ 3FJHR 
STCtJd 31eFT—3?eFT ^'lel'l cpf*irTl ^ \!uT tpf HJFT 4 'R3T 'fll^‘111 

zrft <fitg iff,fapr 4 *bf& ^ Ulfo^tT ydlft &t$&Y %wt &t 
spjwrn $ <rf <Mt f&rfir # m^m mar $fc<t>)*>i / 

3.17 v^RT 1.102004 ^ Sfop OT^TT $ fftRT' ftPJT t T^> $HT v5ft3% ^1 

frjfa form w t f«m m ^ftft jw ^ ^Feff ^»t ^ptfrtt m ^ 
fFFi f^T? 1 %rt vmtpn i apff era? ■3'iet'i ^ iiiRiija F^iRff »)«<*>< ^ff 
3FRT^ ^ ^ef FFT^ fj f I 3Rt^T, ftlOT f^rRR 
ITRT ftFIT vilT ^?T ®TT, ^ STeTFRT v«ll§H ^ 3jf^T 3FI 1^> *F; ^1e1 ; ^FJf 

^ *nr % x3R^ 5 rt R i ci R' d ftpir un ^?t 11 tRtftsfr, f^r^r ^ cr srmm §rt 
radRd ftFTT FIT ^ SIT, 3R w R>; ^ReT ^?Fp ^ ^FT if «ft 5RI fadRd 
(cb<4l vilT ■'T?! ^ I ^ f&y '^•le) SFT^uff Pf>e*i) ^>T ^*1el vlt 4gd el)<p|sl<< d^f 
tl xfFef STeFT 3deT ^ <f vim; vft 3IeFT ^?FFT d?f 3fR ^ 

rfaeff ^ w ^fj^ ^ ^nr ^ fRgcT ftPF «mrr t tif ^nji? d5t <^)mft g5f ^RFTcrai 
if* f^rafimr ^ff» ^ fen; ijfotff ATnmn vjfeei%d g>r f^m w 

TOficTI ti 
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om 26.i2.2003 ft org ops fftv w ftmft/ftom ft fM 

omm t? 7 gm mwoiftm ft omfftr oft m oftf oft wdY oft ooft mv 
07 aftm 077 fftm mm mfft? ftm ?m 07 mft ops fftm nor m ? 

3.18 ^aFT ipRaftFRT ftTOT sTRT fft"T W 81T, ^ftft ftft) grt l 'tftlcl ft 
ftftftFI ft fcT>T ift) eft cRTT *R TftlR OFT* ft fcR iff WI qft StRft q? t 

fft 1 ft ft? agft ft fttftf srsi# aftft 1 1 areqnreft ft fftft ft wr cct ftfacr 
fftftlRI cpT fft&T fftftr cfftfft % ^PTSTrr f fft ft^T ft^TT uRoft t ftftfft ftftft 
ft ffe ftra 3 r«tt# 11 ft g'rftftrr ftreftr ft ft ijft, ipftaft ft*red ft ft^R % 
WlcT arr aiftft ft ^§TTcT fftft ft) aft WFTTRcTT ft ft*I ftft ft fcR ^aFJ ' I R 

flit ft wzm ft ftftijftd fftn tsTFtr arfetj (gre* ^ 3.13 a 3.16 ft iptf ft a# 

t) 1 'garm w ?r? <jfcftH >nfttiH t ftffft ?aft «w> ft? *r ftftrft ft 

gfttRftctdT ft ftr[ cf>T 3TTETR gtm fftTT I 

om 1.10.2004 ft ftfftp mrftor ft 4 ft mftftw g/^nr orsomos 1 gm 
0W7T3ftjm ft ornfftT oftmft ft mo mftt oRoftw & mft gift gm mom 
oft 7pm ft fen? oomftm fftor mm mffto ? offt gf ftt gorft fftw non? 
071017 oft WO/c7d7 oftftt ? 

o 

3.19 aa g^ft tR ft wftcRTT ft*reftf ft ga^ ^>r Rmafn fftai wg gp? 
srnaOTftft ft wr fft aaft aw—aia waafta 3 ft? ft«ra affafteft irt 

TWRffT3fr eft ft 1JW SRRT ft t?rq | ftt^TeT: ftftlft eft ftftftf 3Rft ft ft# 

ftftr 3TTRl% ft acpft tl m^fticIT 3tftft 3fft ^EHI w 

5RTR ftfTTI 3rra eft srraR ft ftejfcT ft ftft) ftftf cTSTT 

Ifriech-t ftftf ft ftet ft# ftftT Tft -Tft f - fftrR-fftft tR 3mnfft 

o ^ 

\H^|Wh efr W cT?TT ^geT ^RTH, ^ ^ $ fc^ yTTfFT 

Iffc^ W^\ i> , yi?TR T? cRTIT 11 ^ W TFfR ^ 

«HcE3J^ ^T ^ W^. TrrTf : ;V T; 2 :•) 3TcPT-cycTT Ftrit tl XT^ftrf^ra 







[WT III—Tfgg 4] 


MTTcT^T 


13 


^ 3 mm ^ toto ft ^ch-hMcii ctht tom to t toto ftm ft> toftm tot 

to fterfcT ft 3fcT 'HimT 3RR 11 3RT: 5rto> to Tmrat ft* foB* *1? todH 

to to rmrft ft *ra*mr ton to to w ton 5mm tori ?ft tom 
to to fttor ft nwm wir nto ft ^ wrai ffttoi ftofan n? 
torn ton w t to mk 5 «t>i«<Y im ^fftn «fto tonnY to 51^ 
^ 3 ■w^cfryu i ft> war sri mnj to ns wto to t 

to n>sn>7 toto tuft ?rs ?n to to to rrtofttom to <mYfft> 

tom-tomf ft> sttor n? wm totom 100 % ^ nm torn t stoonj 
•acqx toto 'Hmiwidly n? afto toto' ^ nm toft #1 ftm tot ftt 

ton nrfto ftorft wrntom irrcr to?r arrtotof *r a#? ft»ncf 
afrtotof sm nwtonaiY n* 3mm 3mm tomiY ^ toj «*nto to 
«nft cjioTi toto to am?T: tod srrtotof nan wrfttonarf to 
^rmT mmT wtoj 1 afitoevY to to wn to toto 3ito ns ftto 
I? to sn wi ?mft> fen? toes nn n? to^ nton tot to t ton 
n>to wr toto 3mm 3 torfto tow wnn bYhti 5m 5m>m 
tomft/tomt wjrsY to to to rrwton nto ato/atatnt 3mm—3mm 
wmYnnraiY’ to ^ton n>to to tom rm> 3mm <arnm> n>«nn<t to wt ft 
to wrxpfY 1 

wt sft srnn—smn to#’ # %c?r fiftrfvw to tor 3/i/m wfarr wr f£y mffc 
3w*/)<mi, to &w yRch/ 4 &w<7 sfnrtmf' # m&pj 4 to# $ wrt 4 
mw R<t>e*i wrm ^7 ?to ? 

3.20 sm tom n? w arm wr 3r>ft ?m to «mft 11 nwjnm 5 m wi towr 
toram u u iioft to ^ci^a tosmr ft to^ nfftwfn w?ft to snnwmsnT 
toYn to todY 1 1 
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3.21 fttfacT spftcl WIT 2006 2061 cfSJT 2006 it 2247 4 3fTi?T 3>t fitRl 

arjiTR ^auf^iicr w? R3i it w 4 HHira ^cfrsei ^rrarcm it 
28—4—2006 it f44?lt TO WPT TOrl fCJ c| | p>|frqtf > WTO^ 4 44f4cT 
TPTl4 ^ TOl4 4 7ITOT 4 to 4 ^ feFJ ^TTOT c|4 ^ fttlfrof tg UWlRd 73^ 
3 «fr 4 vj l ed Rad TOTOi FTt TOf 4 cT *T#f f^rZTT TOR f I 


3PJi|EI 

r 4 ftgrfjigf to w? 

?R TO TOI WTTORffc TO cRTTO ifeol gft Rdf TO RrotuRf 4t Fit 

^sW'it it spri-arci r 4 uRiftRad tort t furer4 top str ju<s<bi«4‘, 
4ror TT^rerraff tor 4tot ftrodi to err sfft srR TOTrorsttror sffc <t>tot 
sfmter «ti f>tot it toftE m i writ 4 aniit g l rri ^-Mi it i ^<i>gW4 <4 fR #t 
ygrr toj4 % rtrt toft-stoft RfikT tot ufciftRad to4 $ lent to f&arf&iif 34 
iffft 4 sni f^-zn tor ti 3 firn=r f^erro—it iRFT tjotj to? 3 p? toj 
g^ff to it fi^ro Rjrt wi 

(3>) TOrrorart «*i*h 5rt y-kiiftd €f4ro ani*r 4 wIer & TCira 
to tojei ^njjgf <4 f4*ro: 

i. trsto^, 4 tot tortt. iroir it fjwi to tot? 

(i) TTFjj%3> TOFT ir unit t, SloFT—STeFT TOTC 3> fcFT wtyrfcl 
sitfSRT t, Fit Fii ti ^tot* ararai f? to 4 fo fid 

3iraT% sRrmT 4 amra> viiitadi toft a4 fteiRr «fr 4 t. tort 
t to4I% ^f 4 it ^tot 3ifiRcR rt #roit to wr ft 4rt r 4 
■ynTOiT at rft 4 4 OTi H R it s if a4 srcit a4t toft Fit ftiti 
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3WWTW _ 

(ii) ftRiq ^ w airarfor Tfisci ^ WT^t cwt qrc^tff ^ 
fcT^T tjqr ^rgf%rer q££«iei Rrsp m ?far HgctM 11 

(iii) ^Toft 3*1 qq> ffo SlwRcT ajTOJT 3 HfrT#l<T ^ ftcToqftcTT 
^ cm sra ftft t sift qRuiwd: «j»i4**if q>t fttecn qrq 

t CISJT ^TJ cWT ?TRj (NICHE) qrt ^fRFT 3 TcRR 5TO 

*rti ?tan ■grfrq g>T ftgrm 'srfcwftRT ?fcn t ftRRt grf^r 

feWSTOftPI W\ eTTT W ftfTT, ftcf t TWT 

OTHfarnaff ^ ermr ti ^trit w aptftgit 

«IF3R ^ 3?am if ^ WI atl 


II 


HiMiEU! 


XT, 


qfooT 3HM^d4 cpT y ? 


(i) Sn^'IWx! Wft 4 ^Tcff qrf 'HTjfBd f 3lk mw& piR 4> 

^ ^ t g*rffl> % wft 4 #?TcTf ^ ti 
5Rt TTxritafr ctstt tn pfr^r t^rat ^ ppt£ ^ stcPT ^ 

^tth ^ wr ^f" w\ ?n*r T33TOT nm I1 

(ii) 3rg#r q? fern w t - arcpr-arcnr ararar wg qjt 

W&f - gqoTST fft ^Tflq 3(k f^T WR <T5T WI qi'td(4<fe 

ft f*p£ fcTCT 3Tr4?T 3 qfacT W$5TT 3>T ftM U Pl fBcl ft^TT wtHT 
^nltq fvRT^ #TcT % TTTftoT 3Rm-3RPT ^ fitR q>t 

qfacr q>t arfSranm ^ ftsrfftcr q5t vm ^4>i 

(iii) *Mcft ^tm 3 *£r mm % #t aft? 3teftsr tftftcT 4> 

qjRR Wft ^Rft qq Rraf^T >FRq ^ 11 
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III wfrRTT TOj qq Tpr 

?RT qpft qR 3 ?qft yRlftill ftf qft qqftqRTT RFI&hI ^ q>?T ft 
qqqRrft Rrqsq qq qRqrq ftp? rtf^ qq> qT ■OTFftTT q> rrtr qR 

I^RHcI 5RITeft RTF£ ftq qft mi *4ftK ftt ftlJT ^TFfT qrflq | 
cf^HM ^ ^sra 'OTftcRT ft ftlRI Tjq5 q>qcR ftfteR RT cAMglR q^TT 
fftr t. RTFjjtq? W2T cffr qicT RifFT FcRcT I 3ftR fRT Rfftqq RT ftlRT 
tpqjRTaftRT «f>t ^iftcf qftft I 

(w) xpFftfafl RPTcR BTRT cqqRf fftRTT ^ qfa q^Rlftftft ^ qftjqT !^W> 
4 -HHIEfFI ^ Riqftra 4<t>ftM<fc tRffrT $ FR R^WftSRf ^ ftfaR 

RJ.qt <£ ftqTR 5RI qqqR f : 

I q req q R RT R , IT^raT, 3qft q> RcWft qq Rjq 

(i) qqfcffq fts 3 ftftf q* Rftjq q* fonj tftftr ft ftft q> Rift 3 
qqqRrftqRf ft fftnaii qq rfiteift, ftp? q> apqq 3 ftft^cfftRq Ri fI 
RRkTT 11 ^FRI ft ftiqR 3 TRFT- 3 ToFT FT ftlcR RPJF qj RR *i q>ft q 5 
RchcM qq fftfaq qFRT qTRjqqRcPR q> WTR ftF ftm RfTFTT q#q RT^T 
ft-ftq qftft 3 «traiR itrt RraTftq rwr ft wltm rctfit fft i 

II qqqRiaftRr ctsrt ftr?r affftftf qq qq 

i) 3 TFT RPI FF t ft tfft 3 TTftT 3 Rtftqq qrft q> 3 TRTTqT q^ 
apq ftftr ftt t qqfft cf ^q fr qft qft qft ftreff q* Rift 
rfj^ (rfj^t) ft fttftq fts 3 rtfff q>ft 3 RFft ft! 11 




[*TFT III—4] 
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ii) cranfd’. q^W<H ftsifcr *f foPc*icT: 3 qfcr 

q>t sftw «nl*id 3§t cJeHl 3 ■el'icil ^f> aTcTT—3)ci<i q>)dd ^ fei^j 
jjypjcr wp- 3§t 3TTOtra ^ T t, crrl% affq^f $ foq 3RTq-3?crq 
#Tcft a i micigi fep q gf i 

iii) qm q? aft W|ER cfR^T djiqgifaj ^ ^ f^erfcT ^ 

26.12.2003 <PT fcl^MH qfr'RTf <F>T #ERR£ cfc WI 3 l#Rcl f^RT 
uTT 1FRRTT t ^nff i> 37R qfacT 3 cfrcTcT 7% q?t 

3§t 3RJ*# vn^f ETT%Ef I 

iv) ^ ftWR 7T? ’rrFRr 3TTCT f% TJ3> arUTljf^TcT fclfa i> qR 3TRI 

EfTc! tt #Icff <j* qpR* 3 ?T^ <?§t f^TOitM, vsfT ^lef ^fPp 3 

3iHRkR ■g^eW-REJRcr q? Effacf ftf%WT <?> WT 

^'ti<£l<Jl 3>t sR^ejj ^ ^tiltra- if, ^ >dR^ 5^r qq wifi 
f^EJT viTFrr ETTflTfl 

III 3<T>ft<ttl *PTad) qq fq 

i) qft ir^i4) i> qrftq foqrar oteir qq qqqffcm ftqq 

• ^ 

v5TFJ 3ffr fefaciofl4W u l f^J! ^ ufr 5 ^ cfn WfH Ft 
wftti 

$ 

ii) OTH)cWI 'd J lcH qq q<T SIT q? g^qT tf q> 

HlSiUw q* qqRT 'Sc'TR ftfT t 3lk q? #TT qqTcn3TT q> ^|tj qq 

ftqiq ti qfEpq 3 qrtf f^qTq q ft ??jq> foq jif qrr q=nfT 

jrrsqTRsqf/ftcRqrf ^ fisrq q? 3)Rrc(i4 f^iT wht qrftq % 4 

^ $ #qcft q§t qfacr 3TRq-3Rrq f^rertf^cr i 


2343 G1/2006—3 
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7) 26.12.2003 77>R ^ ^TTlY TJ7RT 77 

4 ^TTit qff if ^RRtrr tpt P i E<fy» i ^ fcnj tttH t> 

ftr? 3n^rr *f ^mteFT t> 77 faf*P7 ^qf Tt fariR 571 

5777 f : 

i ST gTfTOR #771 771x7, #7efi # f# d ' <T>f 77 77 

i) ?7i ■57 % 7>BT ft? wfrRqSft 7T5TT7 3 Ml # ft ftq>FH TrT qgH T TT 

"771 ’ETTf%TT 3ft7 ~#7clt 77 TT# #71 TTf FS171 71171 ^TT%7 | #ftq> 3^71 
3 7RTTER 7R7> TcRT «JT7JR 7> foil'd 7# 711^ f#7T 71171 *1#? cfSJT 
7?l77t 77 cuf&rfu^ c[RRf cfc 31TE1R 77 ft# #71 7#7 I 

ii) f##t ## 77117, ufT 7tf<E7> 7FI71 3l1#7>R # 71*7^ ft 75>H TT^ I sje 

7 # TTmrft ft, t> fcrq # 771 # 1#trt trti 7 # ffiP i 7l#d trti 

#nr 1 1 ttrttt #14 ##t trj Tiff t fifra 77 *n3i<ni> #7#tcR etr^ 

ft# t aff7 7F 7#^ 3lf#cn# 77^ #t 7ft t f#I# 7?t7cl f#f#777 # 
dNI vniv* | 

iii) 57#7Tc7 ft# 71c# ifteitfilT#, 317717 711# 71# ftdX u l TFfoT, TIFnft 7# 

■yWcTT, 77#a57f 7> 77#e, TTEzrTeff 7# '37717 ft>7 7n# 71# 

7lf#7/3c7J 3fcT7—31717 ft# % fS)d7?d f>#7 cUTct 7TT77T # #7717$ 
77 'ffecfilui 31771# 3f|7 77$#|7 3TTE7 77# iff 7# 11 

II 7777T3TI77T 771 #77 377te# 77 37 

i) #7#t 7# 7171777 77 f##7 7#t TTSTTRT# 7> 77T7 f#T7 771 7171 7$ 
#7#t 7> 77# 318171 31717-31717 #771 7# 7#7cl Tit <jfei|d ^3TR 
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f%qr wftt i qipr (srrwm) w hh^ ftqqqw Ft^r qt qgaq 

Ffraa 5^wra f^n tstht xnftt?i 

ii) UT?r artq> qttacT qft ^H!ch c g> ^ Tf ^NhrTRTol q^t f^JT gnqT qiftq I 

iii) Tfl> TOT *IF *ft t fi> lift 26.12.2003 # fteijq if'm qft *rlHI<t> qt 
WT 3 ^HM f^rqi gnq at STgW^/fqcRcr/ <£ 3qqr ^pt c|ft 
q>oT qftqq g* gsm^tfrT q> qqw qfqH 7% qfi ft ft 3qjqfct cfl 
vTFft qrft’C'l 

iv) ^ftft ^iq qf tft aft 3T^et, 2004 q> W^f qq qt STKTTq 3 qt % 4 

3 qqT vjletfRsW tqcff q> RFT<p qtt cpHT *f 0)\WI fiteT qt 3TTEJR q? 
qftqcff qt ftqfoq qtt q^frT qq f^JT ult qiqqrT tl 

v) qnqrft qtt qftqat 3 atti'tw ftqqqwcTT qt qiqgp qtfr f^r qt qtgpr 
#qef qtt qttqq qtt iJeHT 3 qtj #rat qtt t|W q5t 3Tt§IWfT #RT 
ftqfftcl qvtft Ftcft 1 1 qq> facFcq q¥ ^pTRTT W t qt^pT 3qcR qtt 
qttqa qq 1.5 tpn aq> qftqa qtt -^t«Tr qdt gqq 1 qft qtt^ rfreqq*^ 
q? 'HHiJkll t F*? WR qtt qffacr qt ^qqtt eTFRT q>qq q^t fMt ?ff 
t>qft f^rfcT 3 £T# gRT cTFTcT ^ ®*M qtt grig qt FTC qrqeq-qq-qiqeq 
3 jtejr qq h^Rm qifcfq qq amt? fcqr gq qrqqg ti 

t v 

III qqqtqai gggjf qq Rig 

^ ftqR q? 8JT xt^ qt qtqr St3T qt ijq> 3teFT #qcT qtt qttqcT, grt 
vjmchsm t qsrr qtqr 3ik %-qtq sta ff aftq? #qqr ifqp qft qftq?ff w 
^HTci xHci '?pp g> tftm i?q> : t=ra qft sto qftq?f w qaT 5rnT^ 
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cfaiT ft 'MHMdl TT fftftq qqft ft fiftj fftqT qqq | ftlcH qq 
’TT fft ftqft ftt sqgqqF5T SRT fftfftq fftftT ft qftqq tor 
W? ciaq vrT«f FT? ftft TRTETiq cZJcR-arr (^^RfctcTl) crnj_ qft ftft qq 
cTcf5 TTcfj fftr>R c{?r aftw ftftcf ft fqqift ft R5q ft fftqT TTT 

TRkTT 11 TRT6JTA ftt Vioncft cTTg Ft Tift ft qjq qT3TR 

ft TTfcRT^ff ft ftfqft ft fftqlftcT 3'ft ftjT qffftj I 

q) fffftq anftqT ft 3rftfftq fftftre qft<i?fq qrft ark crefarq 4 ftqcf srt 
fftw<fc ft qftsqrq ffttRq ft 3imift ft ggft q? fftft-q 
^ftf ft eft 

I IF^T^T, ftftR TT^TcTT, ftqft ft f^cR^if Tf>T -gq 

i) eft fftft qifSft FRT 3qq# ftqR-fftft ft 3TTEJR qq qq 

qrfcT^T3Tf ft ?qqftq qff qqqT | 

ii) ftft tjeqiq fftfftq ftft t afft ?qft foq ft# qftrr PftiorqT 3rftqq f 
ftffft ft'qqqrft sraq-araq arftSrft ft ftt ^kft 11 

iii) qftft ft W( ft ftt ft TJ5TR tl ITT Rpnq t fft ftftjeTT fftRq ft 
RTgp ft ftftjcTT ftftT ft qfftftq fft? fftlT ftfajeTT ft^T TPjf ft qTF? 

ftt qrft ft?t ft WTq qr qqr ftra qra ftt ft argqfcr ft ftt 
ftlftl fftt^qq: qfft MR ft arfftwr ft MRuiW'W'hM qfft 
Tf®fT5mfq? qqqqq w yrft t ft q? qq fftrvq q? fts fftn mrt 
ftft fft tf w qrq? cfT qqr ftr fftqqT fftcr sttetr qr gt^T qqq 
qT TTc^jq fftrftq tftgqR qq qg^ ft qTq ft Rsq ft gtqT qqq i 

II (Rfrqftftq ftqcr 3ftqftft qi' gq 

i) ftqd ■qgg ftt ftftift' ft qft fti ft*u qq qi^mRs^/fftiw ft fftq 
ftqqrft #:T qifft;' ftq ^qrft ^qqqqT qftr ft fftq eii^^wqft frt 
qrqqr ft! quqqTft ft fft q arem-araq ftrftT qqr ftiqr qtg^ ftt ftftq 
yehiRicf ft! qqft qif%t; : 
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ii) g*Rr gsim gso-wflfcl ftt gfe ft ajxzjfttd wft ftdR ftt 

<i|eT ftf*ra xr- ^TTcff ft ^i?rc5T xnr fft^ftr eng fftm xmx; srsraT fftseMd: 
%T5 fxj ftdcft ftt -m ft 6 n#t ?re>. xsra ?ra> xfrsTR ftt ?rftdft 
ftdoT Xfd xafr ged fftftftd xtU <JR ftft. XT^f 3HStR xr (xj£§ 3?ftft) 
XR fr 5TRJd XfR^fT 3fPft|4 fftm Xinxjl 

III wftwi ft'lcift cf>T gxf 

x^» w* n? afr ftx ^ ftnet ft w 3 ftt g?* ft <n^ 

dcIT W t, 26.12.2003 ftt ftyj? ftcRTft ftftdl ft ftdft ft 3>ftt ftt 

xffTRT fftftfftt ftftr diflg i gaft n? ftt fft n? xj^ ggm t 
fftft xRnRTafr den wngxpRd? ft ftftr ftqsraT x^ht dT%x?, xrrj nfftn 
ft ftrf ffttK n ft ?nft fen? £t# ftt srngxnRdft/xxfix^ftt ft fftx; d? 

ftftcflft cfRRT ruflxj- ft) ft XHftt ftftjgr ft ftdftf, ftt 3TePT-3RPT ftfaft 

nn Rejfy 0 ! nft 1 

^F) 26.12.2003 ft «TTC ?[*) fftxr ijX? 4 ^def/^def RTgft ftt Xjft ftt XJdxpt 

?p5) <JRft ft dR XR ftftr x?^4 ft ftftef 4' fftdfcrfftd fftrfR XIFcT gxj: 

I snxgcfXReR, ftdet iradT, ftrftt ft fftcRcft 3>t gn 

i) gn % ftfaftr ftf ftftr cfjftt 3>r fftftg fftm afft g^nn fftn % 
ftftd fftftftn cpt wft ^ fftxirr x^ht difex? aik d? gsncr fftn fft 

niXSTR ftf ?iftdft xr ftm vjIHi difsft | 

ii) nkfift) ftkftf cfn xjg4?n x?^ sterr ikr nRdT t ftrfft 3if?ftx 
ft arftrax cftn ^TPift ftn ^rft ftk ^nfftki w xr ftfaftr ftt xifftj 

fftdT ulMl dTf%x? | 
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iii) fcnj ft >^eLbi4 f cTsrr a44<p ftfqftftr <pt qfoiieH 

TO ftft eft ftmeRT t 3% qRcfoj TO ylriwff t, ^'HfeR! ftftcff 4 

Piftw ctstt yfcwr emr% ft tirt^ OTrfftr ftpr. ftftr 
fttfftr #n, (^RJirio?lch>iu| tffaT #rr crar epi4jbHf ftt -yTTO ^ 
ferfSTETen snnfftr ftfti 

iv) cPT yRl'Wft «RPTT t 7ISIT ftfaft ft! ftfat ^ 

3Ren^ ^tri 11 ♦h'W'vjh ft Toft ftft fft %4er, fife 4tfejr 4 
5n qqnr ftt ftrf ftftm sqcR«rr qft ti ^^njcr fftR ft aram 
ftwR 4 4 ftnft ftt artocR ftfan fftftm jit faPw*H <pt epft qft 
fftm -ciTTerr ti 

v) ftftcT fftftpi ftt Tift 3RcTT t dsiT ftft<IIH«7oq <fR 

ftw ftt Rift ti 

vi) 3TRR ftt fftpRclT <R ftt^ qf^[?q[ m fftl^Rtcll «pr ftlf fttfftq ftfTT 

qft t fftrft 4 ftlftf ftt ftftRT Pl49ld ftt Rftl 

II WTlftftTT CTSIT ftm ftMcWli <R ^ 

i) -cm ?pp ftt fttf OTTeft (^4(4lft4t) qft <nft #7 wfr<wi 

ftt qTK cPT ^rm^TFT qft fteTT cR cR5 Rfftp gSRfttfct ft TRlftMH ftt 

fttg^R ftfaeff ftt ftlR W RHT RTf%4 3PRSJT vW'ftckliftf ft fft4 ftt 
rstt cp?4 cpt yiil^H fftRR ft tjmprri 

ii) ^fRT tj§ir t fft q ftera 26 . 12.2003 ft <tr 3it 4 gift qq 4 ftieTf 
ft Rqft 3 effort ftt ftRr fftqT rfti xftft; ftftp tftqs siftn 3 41 

'flfttpT 7l®tlst>l$6K 3TTWR 4 ^4 TR 41 yfrRET eTPraT vilMl 

RTfl^ I ^ ^cRT ^T #51 eRT4 3T2*Tfcr 4t RT4r R#4 31SRI 

c^cTot 3ify^e4 eft ^5p 4 ^1 rt 4I RTfl^ 1 ir> ft^cq q? t ft; 

eft ftcTR Sii'dehlW# ft ^ WHR qfftf I^RT RHT 

RTflTT 3fft qqiT?T3ft7fT eft 3Tl4 fteRR ^3e1T ^ feft efRpr IWlft ^1 

iraift eft argqft 41 rt4i enfe 344414^ 3ri4g> ep4ffet44) ^ 

ePRR HFSgJR^ft eft 3fft eTTeft 3lfrll4<W 71% yfrPjM Fl 7% I 
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III WfarTT ftnaftf m 

OTte WIOT, 26.12.2003 ft «ITC fftT; «nft mft ft ftnftf ftt 
^?mcT ftr^^ifftnivjnftft^tre ftfar <iRft ft qsr ft air crt 
c^cR ftt Raj aft fft s|ft fttuT -i#! (ft<n wini RTf# 1 ? «lfe4> ft ft-icft 
ft ftfact fftejfrR ft fen? 3Mi! asnft <Jift «Nhi<i> ft atm n* ?Rftt 
Rfttsn ftt unftt Rtf#*? i 

^) ftfft'JJ 3fF?r eft RPng 4 ft 3T^TR ^an-^^Rfel 9T5^RCftf SfRT 

'{‘UJ'tWl'I'J'H *R U* 1 lRci R7J ft ft Hell ftt ftl*lclt ft v3R 4>ftt nRqcfl it 

5 T# eTKT cftftf ftt viiM^ rft ft fcT«T «rrtt ^rft ft ftftT ft iprjci 

clft t : 

I d l ^4>K<W , ft^cT 7R7cT7, ft^eft ft fftcRftt ^T ^ 

i) vjfqftfadl ft feR ftt RJERI ft*7cT t 3F t Mgeifiy ftt*R R 1% dl^cbiwy 
srt TpriRTaftiRi ft jrtRct ftt «nft ntftr ftRet i ftlft fftcr^r ^aw cr? 
ftt MlMepift iwiRid ^Rft ftt qi&qai R el ft ft jffttjT ftt ftajfcT #R7 
?tftt ftft ft^HT ^Rft ft qi^K ftt cgaiciai 3R #Wt I 

ii) ^eft RR R? aft fft fttRctf ft ftftl ft 57# ftt RRJcT ^JERT RtRftR t 
3ik fftRR-fftjft ft 371RTC *R cR dlf&lftR* ffe ft flftcRftlcH ^ERT 
ftr 3RR RRR7 ft fftjj WR Rvftt ft qjfifRf ftt RfftR ft 3R#t 
HiftElfro Rfftt ft 3T7RR tR RR S flc H RTRt ft eftfcR T # gtftt | 

iii) RF ift RR aft fft ft^T ftt ftt 57# ITR U*lRld ftt «ITft | 

II ifRIRftftjR cTSJT ft«l?r ftftft^ft R>7 ‘JR 

f 

i) 57# 5TR fttRcft ftt SWilRld fftRI R7TRT R7f#R RRffft fttHdf ft RIRft ft 
57# RftrTR WW l f l fttcl t cT877 ftW Ef>ftt ft MNdRfdl ftt ftftt I ftfttcff 
ftt ■■jtHWft Wfmm ftddft ftt 3RI# vJTfftt rITf#iTI WTS^TRSft clan 
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fqrgTOTtgqr ^ 3T^r-3P^r q> qrsrq ^ qftqcft qtt qnqqqft 

wf%^ I 3T^FT TT5) q> wfq 3 qReT tcflfcRR Rm, 1994 q> 

Rm 9 q?r art? ’ft eqrq an^Rct fepmi 

ii) si'SiM'tc'il', ^ofr^trsfnj^i R «ftq Rcre°T qiRjf'i qit qfiR q>q^ 

cfft ^Rrm qq 4 q^^qq ti qm 4 ’ft F^tt qqqq qq qfeeT awn 
qrprr q#r? i 
III OT#W|- qq 

wfrwaff 'H’id'ii ci?r eft f% q? w qfcr fr ^kicw q>qq 
Bfm 3fr? ^TT q^FT ^ PR^MtTT 3 TTTTTft #7 Tpft q* TPTTq ^ RTfa 
fciqi vrilirilt I 

») mR4?t 4 arRRcRf q> qrwro ^ 3qert R qR 4 srrw 

tjtrt ?t foni ararq-arpnr 4 hhT qt q5t*ra PraRpq q>t sfh 

3rrr Ft4 ^ ^4 qq RRpq q> ^jqT q>t tm i 

I jll'dcRTW?, ^Tef qqTFT, ^tqcft q> fckax«t>l W 

rfi'ScPiw? ■gq ^ 3Terq-aTerq #qeff R qffqq Rtafrq qft sfR arw? ?R qq 

qrqafq qft f^n i 'qrqpqdR qq tRq arRqr R qwiRq qmtaq RjfqRf 
R^mi—Ref w u noH qq yiqtii-i it, qq qqsfq q qrq4 qq 31TEJTq qtFqrqT qqT| 
qqqtqqT q> qcR qq ^Rfelctl qRjq q FRt q> qqq^ qqR, 

3raq-3TcFT qqqtqqT qtt qqq aqR qq iitctq> q^f Ft : qqqq ti foqrq qq 
amnRq Ref q^fr q? wtorTTarf q?r htto qsqr ?>et qqenq m qqafq q 

q>q^ qq <t)i'i u i qcnqT qqT I 

II qqTfqafTTT^/Rqef aJfq^qf qq ^gq 

i) f 4 3Terq—3ieTq '3'ieil c^ cpi*m Pitil^ui qft 3 tR arTrqrq fRtt qiRrj | 

qr^qqq?? araft qfq qiR tqqft R qqq qrq qfq qrR ^qeff qrf qpj f ^q 
qq^ t aik qf^q ^ araTr-arerq ^qeif R qflqq Rraf?q q5t 

arR ariRK fR qr qqqRqaft qrt eqrqqf Rqrqq qro #tt i 

ii) q? qfFT qqT t f% ^ gq^afnrH/affqfeq qft q>te Ft ^ t 

qq ?rqf qqqfqqiaff q?f afR qf Rqfeq ^qf qq arfijqqq' RqT qnqr qi R ij 
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X?m cT^ i^+)Rllel<?f ftt yuilcft ^RfaeTT ft cT3> ^TTePt 11 

c£ppJT *TC ft ftftt f\ 11 

iii) femR tt? ft srr srr fft ^rrft efR ctsjt ?rfft ftftf 11 sifateT ft 
WR ft NHI^eh ^ ft T^ft ?TR t cft^rrl t 
TR^ft eft Tift ft^cT ftft cfftfft t-TPT ft fftftRT ftft 11 ^Tlft 

foR ft*fel STRftft ft TIM W^T ft^TT ft TRftft cf>rft qftft I 
III OTftcwrarf ^t ^ 

ftfifel 3ftftc!ft ft Hlt^lH ft f5<TcN <f>T TRiR efvRJ TR) *R f 3fft STcPT—STeR ftTcft 
cf)T cftHd ^ftftsTef y u ll<ft ft WT ft ft "ftTcft ftf ^)3T1TT ft TIM eW 

tJ|(^ | ^TRT RdW ^TF ft fft ?ft 3Tef r T-3TcT T T ftTcft ft ftftfcT ftt 3ft? 3RTT? 

ftRr Tfifft? 3M'fteRT fttfftd ‘fefftT ft ^HldHI ft^fftf ft cfjRU]- fftfK^T ^T eTPT 
vJ3T Tlftft | 

TELECOM REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF INDIA 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi > the 31st July, 2006 

No. i-13/2005-B & CS.—in exercise of the powers conferred upon it under sub¬ 
section (2) and sub-clauses (ii), (iii) and (iv) of clause (b) of sub-section (1) of 
section 11 of the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India Act, 1997 (24 of 1997) 
read with the Notification No.39 (S.O. No. 44(E) and 45 (E) dated 09/01/2004) 
issued from file No. 13-1/2004-Restg by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) of section 11 and proviso to clause (k) of sub section (1) of 
section 2 of the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India Act, 1997 (24 of 1997), the 
Telecom Regulatory Authority of India, hereby makes the following Order: 

1. Short title, extent and commencement: 

i) This Order snail be called “The Telecommunication (Broadcasting 
and Cable) Services (Second) Tariff (Sixth Amendment) Order 
2006, ( 5 of 2006)” 

ii) This Order shall apply throughout the territory of India. 

iii) This Order shall come into force on the date of its publication in 
the Official Gazette 

2. In the Telecommunication (Broadcasting and Cable) Services (Second) 
Tariff Order,2004 (6 of 2004) after the existing clause 3A and the entries 
relating thereto, the following clause and entries relating thereto shall be 
inserted as clause 3B, namely 
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" 3B : In determining the similarity of rates of similar channels referred to in 
the provisos below clause 3 above the following factors shall be taken into 
account: 

(i) the genre and language of the new pay or converted Free to 
Air to pay channel; 

(ii) the range of price ascribed to the channel of similar genre and 
language in the price of a bouquet(s) and prices of bouquet(s) 
that existed as on 26.12.2003 ; and, 

(iii) the range of prices of the individual channel of similar genre and 
language as existing in the cities where CAS is in existence;” 

3. Explanatory Memorandum 

This Order contains an Explanatory Memorandum attached as Annexure 

A. 

By Order, 

RAKESH KACKER, Advisor (B & CS) 
[ADVT IH/TV/142/2006/Exty.] 

Annexure A 

Explanatory Memorandum 

1.1 The MSO Alliance, an alliance representing some of the major Multi System 
Operators (MSO) had suggested that all new pay channels (i.e those 
introduced after 26.12.2003) should be offered as individual channels. 
According to the MSOs the existing provision in the Tariff Order to offer the 
new pay channels(s) / or converted FTA to pay channels either individually 
or as part of a new separate bouquet on a stand alone basis has not been 
effective. Further, it has been stated that the absence of availability of 
information on individual channel prices, within the bouquet, hampers 
decision-making based on proper business rationale. On behalf of the MSO 
Alliance it was stated that the Tariff Order needs to be amended to ensure 
that the channels within a new bouquet are offered individually. 

1.2 The MSO Alliance, in the context of the above, had made a proposal for 
amendment of the Tariff Order vide their letter dated March 14 2005. They 
had sought deletion of the words “or as part of new separate. Bouquets” in 
the proviso to the Tariff Order of 1.10.2004. The implication of this is that all 




-0^4] 


MTTcT 


27 


new channels can only be provided as separate individual channels. They 
also indicated that once a new bouquet of pay channels is introduced, the 
new bouquet rate should be frozen at the level of introductory rate excepting 
for increase for inflation. Another suggestion was that if the broadcaster 
wishes to introduce any further channels after the introduction of a new 
bouquet then further introduction of the channei(s) in pay channel mode 
may be offered as single channel and should not be loaded with the 2nd 
bouquet of new channels. Attention of the Authority was also drawn to Rule 
9 of the Cable Television Network Rules 1994, as amended, and in 
particular the second proviso relating to illusory pricing introduced with 
effect from 6.6.2003. 

1.3 The Authority considered the proposal ana decided that broader 
consultation would be necessary before a final decision can be taken. 
Besides, during the process of implementation of the Tariff Order of 
1.10.2004, a number of other issues such as migration of channels from one 
broadcaster to another, freezing of rates of new pay channels at the 
introductory level, publishing of wholesale prices in TRAI’s website were 
also raised. Accordingly a combined Consultation paper was issued 
covering all these issues. 


Consultation Process 

2.1 As indicated in para 1.3 above in order to give effect to broader consultation 
it was decided by the Authority to issue a consultation paper on 7.11.2005. 
The following questions were posed for consultation: 

i) Whether the proposal for amendment to the Tariff Order as suggested 
by MSO Alliance for deletion of the words “or as part of new separate 
bouquets” should be agreed to or not? 

ii) If not, whether there can be any other method by which the concerns 
expressed by MSO Alliance can be addressed within the existing 
framework of non-existence of addressability? If so how? 

iii) Whether the existing tariff order be amended to indicate benchmarks 
which can be used for determining similarity in rates of new pay 
channels vis-a-vis rates of simitar channels that was prevailing on 
26.12.2003? If so what should be the benchmarks and how to arrive at 
these benchmarks out of the following options: - 

a) Can the average wholesale price of bouquet of channels existing 
as on 26.12.2003 be used as benchmark to determine similarity in 
rates? 
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b) Should available Chennai (CAS area) individual channel prices 
and wholesale bouquet prices in CAS Areas and Non CAS areas 
be used to derive a wholesale individual channel price within a 
bouquet in non CAS area and this derived wholesale price of the 
individual channel be used as a benchmark for judging the 
similarity in rates? 

c) Whether there can be any other methodology and what are the 
details of such alternative methodology? 

d) Whether similarity should be judged with reference to the same 
broadcaster or all broadcasters for similar genre of channels and 
whether language and reach of a channel also be considered for 
reckoning similarity? 

iv) What should be the approach in case an existing pay channel changes 
from one distributor to another as in the case of HBO and Ten Sports 
and what specific changes may be required in the Tariff Order? 

v) Whether the prices charged by broadcasters to -he MSOs, for 
channels/bouquets launched after 26.12.2003, should be frozen at the 
levels at which they were introduced, with an annual increase for 
inflation as suggested by the MSOs? 

vi) Whether the prices charged by the broadcasters to the MSOs as 
reported under clause 4 of the Tariff Order of 1.10.2004 should be 
released for public information by TRAI as and when there are 
changes? If so how this would lead to more efficient functioning of the 
market? 

vii) Whether we should move towards pricing of individual channels so that 
the consumers in a non-CAS environment, through the cable 
operators, exercise a wider choice regarding channels? 

Comments were received from 14 stakeholders. A gist of the detailed 
comments is available on TRAI’s website www.trai.qov.in . As a part of the 
process of consultation Open House Discussions were held on 18 th , 19 th , 
23 rd and 25 th January 2006 at Mumbai, Delhi, Bangalore and Kolkata 
respectively. A summary of the gist of the comments on the various issues 
,eived during the consultation process is placed in the Annexure to this 
planatory Memorandum. 


Analysis of the Issues raised during Consultation 

Amendment to the Tariff Order for deletion of the words u or as part of new separate 
bouquets” 

3.1 The Tariff Order of 1.10.2004, interalia, provides that the ceiling as existing 
on 26.12.2003 can be increased on account of introduction of new pay 
channel by a broadcaster after 26.12.2003 or conversion of FTA channel 
existing as on 26.12.2003 to a pay channel subsequently, provided such new 
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pay channel or converted FTA Channel is offered on a stand alone basis ana 

not form part of a bouquet existing as on 26.12.2003, either individually or as 

part of new bouquet The stipulation providing that the new pay channel(s) will 

not form a part of the existing bouquet that existed on 26.12.2003 and will be 

offered on a stand alone basis was intended to protect the sanctity of the 
price ceiling of channels existing as on 26.12.2003. It was expected that the 

MSO or independent LCO, would, on receiving the offer of new pay channel 

individually or as a bouquet, be considering his/her business case before 

taking a decision. The choice to accept or reject the offer is still available to 

the MSOs and independent Local Cable Operators (LCO) taking feed from 

the broadcaster though such a choice is technically not available at levels 

betow in the distribution chain including the consumer. 

3.2Though in the original proposal of MSO Alliance the request was for deletion 
of the words “or as part of new separate bouquets in response to consultation 
paper and the during Open House Discussions it was suggested by MSOs 
that the MSOs should have a choice to opt between a-la-carte and bouquet. 

3.3The basic argument, which is advanced by the MSOs in support of the 
amendment is that, the broadcasters are forcing the newly introduced 
bouquets on operators under threats of disconnection of even the old 
bouquets existing on 26.12.2003. It was also pointed out that they are not 
able to carry all the channels in the new separate bouquet, in a substantially 
analogue network due to bandwidth constraint. Further it was stated that 
there is consumer resistance to pay for unwanted channels in the new 
bouquet while the MSOs are burdened to carry and pay for the entire new 
bouquet. While these concerns are valid it must also be recognized that a- la 
carte pricing could be more expensive due to higher distribution costs and 
could in the absence of addressability and the current disparities in market 
power lead to a situation where the MSOs are forced to take all the new 
channels and that too at a higher price. 

3.4 While expressing similar concerns the consumer organizations have 
suggested that the choice through the operator would only be farce given the 
current scenaho of area monopolization at the last mile level and the 
amendment would only give leverage to the MSOs. 
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3.5The proposal in all fairness can be considered for implementation only on a 

prospective basis. This would mean there will be three different sets of 

regimes for channels floated at different points of time. One for those which 
existed as on 26.1.2.2003, the second for those new pay channels which 

came in after 26.12.2003 and third the proposed new regime as finally 

decided on the basis of the proposal of MSO Alliance. The implementation of 

different sets of regulations for three sets of regimes could become 

complicated. The proposal would invite criticism on grounds of being unfair to 

the new entrants. 

3.6 Considering ail these factors and in particular the views of the consumer 
organizations that this would not lead to better consumer choice, the Authority 
has decided that this suggestion of the MSO Alliance should not be accepted. 

Alternative Methods in a non addressable system 

3.7 Digitalization is seen to be one solution to address the stated cause for 
proposed amendment. TRAI has already made detailed recommendations on 
digitalization of Cable Television in September 2005 . With developments on 
the DTH platform even the small /medium level MSOs and Last Mile 
Operators have started realizing the need for moving towards digitalization. 
Digitalization per se would only give a larger array of channels and much 
improved quality but may not facilitate the concept of pay for what you watch 
without addressable system at the level of consumer. However both CAS 
and digitalisation to .spread throughout the country would take time. 

3.8 A suggestion has been made that in a non-CAS environment there has to be 
a mechanism to know the price of individual channel price vis-a-vis the 
average price of a channel within a bouquet. As already indicated in the 
analysis done under the heading of Amendment to the Tariff Order’ the 
individual channel pricing decision will have meaning only if the facility to 
make a choice of an individual channel within a bouquet exists 

3.9 One approach could be that the tariff order could mandate that in case if the 
new pay channel is offered as a part of a stand alone new bouquet the 
individual channel prices should also be mentioned along with the bouquet 
price. This would bring in transparency. An argument often advanced by the 
broadcasters against stating individual prices is that the business model is to 
sell a package of channels of different genres and assign a value at which the 
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bouquet can be marketed and the bouquet price is not merely a sum of cost 
of individual channel in a bouquet. However it is often seen that the channels 
in the bouquet are not sourced from the same content provider which should 
mean that the channels are acquired individually and therefore it can have a 
reference price. 

3.10 The suggestion that there should be an overall price freeze taking all the 
bouquets together plus 7% is not practical and is not in the spirit of the Tariff 
Order and could also create problems for the implementation of the current 
price order which essentially seeks to control the bouquet prices as prevalent 
on 26.12.2003. 

3.11 The other suggestion referring to the recommendation of premium 
channels coming through set top box is essentially a more CAS oriented 
solution which will depend on the Government decision. 

3.12 On the basis of the above analysis and the decision on the first issue 
for consultation it is felt that this concern could be better addressed 
through introduction of addressability and spread of digitalisation. 

Amendment to existing tariff order to indicate benchmarks which can be used 
for determinine similarity in rates of new pay channels vis-a-vis rates of similar 
channels that was prevailing on 26.12,2003 

3.13 The existing tariff order does not indicate any specific methodology to be 
adopted in establishing similarity of channels that existed on 26.12.2003. The 
difficulty envisaged was that no one method could really be justified as a 
perfect method given the degree of difficulty in establishing the criterion for 
treating two channels as similarly placed. More importantly, even after one is 
able to establish similarity in content and programme quality between two 
channels, the value attached to such similar channels depends on the 
perception of diverse segment of viewers. Entertainment appeals to the mind 
unlike a manufactured product and therefore perception of viewers is bound 
to vary between two similarly placed channels. There is therefore a valid 
business case to price a similar product differently based on the perception of 
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viewers. The comments received on this question also support this. Therefore 
any exercise, prima facie, even if done would only be bordered more on 
subjectivity and judgmental assessment and therefore not perfect. 

3.14 The methodology suggested by the MSOs of using the formula indicated 
in the Consultation paper of April 2004 will not be effective. Essentially this 
formula suggests that the price of no channel should be more than twice the 
average price of a bouquet. However as has been indicated in the 
consultation paper itself this would lead to wrong results in a 2 channel 
bouquet like ESPN/Star Sports (the price of each channel would be equal to 
the bouquet price). 

3.15 Following the comments of the consumers it is proposed to provide guidelines 
to benchmark the prices. The only method that could be followed is to take the 
bouquet prices, adjust them for inflation, take into account the individual prices 
of the channels in Chennai ( and other CAS markets when these emerge) of the 
same genre and then fix the individual prices after adjusting for the wholesale 
price discount. The tariff order is being amended to provide for these guidelines. 
A sample calculation is provided below to make the process clear. 

3.16 Bouquet consists of 5 channels priced at Rs. 50 in December 2003. 


Individual Channel prices in Chennai : Rs. 30 ( Gen entt.), 25 (Sports),15 
( Films), 8 ( Cartoons) and 7 (Lifestyle). Total = 85 

Benchmark price for General entertainment channel sold a-la carte would 
be 30* 1.07 (for inflation) = Rs. 32.10. Similar calculation would be done 
for all the genres and the benchmark price for individual channel would be 
the range offered by this calculation. 

Benchmark price when channel sold in bouquet would be 30*1.07*(50/85) 
= 17.77 The reference bouquet price would be calculated by totaling 
benchmark prices of the individual channel prices in the bouquets as 
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arrived above. Rs.85 and Rs 50 used above are only examples. The 
determination of benchmark prices for individual channels in a bouquet 
would take into account bouquet price(s) that existed on 26.12.2003 of all 
broadcasters, the range of price ascribed to the individual channels of 
similar genre and language out of bouquet price of the broadcaster’s 
bouquet(s) that existed on 26.12.2003, range of individual channel prices 
offered on a-la-carte of channels of similar genre and language of all 
broadcasters 

Approach in case an existing pay channel changes from one authorised agency to 
another 

3.17 It has been decided to insert a separate section indicating the factors 
that would be taken into account while determining the similarity of 
rates of similar channels as indicated in the Tariff Order of 1/10/2004. 

Further so far there have been only two cases of a channel moving from one 
authorised agency to another. Ten Sports which was being distributed earlier 
by Modi Entertainment joined the One Alliance and is now being distributed 
by them as part of a new bouquet. HBO which was earlier being distributed by 
the One Alliance is now being distributed by Zee Turner as part of a new 
bouquet. One of these channels is an English Movie Channel which is not 
very popular. The approach set out in the earlier paragraph could be used to 
determine the reasonableness of the individual prices if the channel is offered 
as an individual channel and also the prices of a bouquet if the channels are 
offered as a bouquet. It has therefore been decided not to consider any 
amendment to the Tariff Order in regard to the issue of shifting of a channel 
from one broadcaster to another. 

Whether the prices being charged by Broadcasters to the MSOs for 
channels/bouquets launched after 26.12.2003 should be frozen at the 
levels at which they were introduced? 

szuzm/ot-s' 
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3.18 This suggestion was made by the MSO Alliance - it has also been 

indicated by them that an annual inflation adjustment mechanism could be 

considered. The apprehension here is that the prices of these new bouquets 

could be escalated. The broadcasters have objected to any price control as 

they consider that this is not necessary since the price increase is only 

temporary. Out of the two consumer organizations one has agreed with 

the views of the MSO alliance while the other has suggested that this be 

regulated through the mechanism suggested for judging similarity ( 

discussed in paras 3.13 to 3.16 above). This suggested approach is the 

best as it would provide a fair basis of judging the reasonableness of 

the prices in a comprehensive manner. 

Whether the prices charged by the broadcasters to the MSOs as reported under clause 
4 of the Tariff Order of hi0,2004 should be released for public information by TRAI 
as and when there are changes? If so how this would lead to more efficient functioning 
of the market? 

3.19 On this issue the two consumer organizations have supported the 
suggestion. Some Broadcasters have however pointed out that this should 
also be accompanied by further dissemination of information by the MSOs 
and the Cable operators to the consumers. In principle there can be no real 
objection to the release of prices. This would lead to greater transparency and 
information. However given the market as it has evolved today there is no 
direct correlation of wholesale prices to retail prices - this depends on the 
level of negotiated connectivity and total payment not only for the particular 
bouquet but also the other bouquets. Thus the same wholesale prices lead to 
different retail prices in different parts of the country. It would not be possible 
to bring about uniformity in these prices, in the absence of addressability, 
because of the great diversity in conditions in different parts of the country. 
Therefore the best course of action would be for each service provider to 
provide a break up of these charges with all elements including arrears. This 
would also help in the resolution of disputes as and when they arise. It has 
been decided in principle that these wholesale prices reported by the 
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Broadcasters would be put up on TRAI’s website with the clarification that 
retail prices need not fully reflect these prices since the negotiated connectivity is 
less than 100% and that is why retail prices are generally lower than the 
wholesale price. There should also be a mechanism by which prices for 
individual channels charged by MSOs to cable operators and by cable operators 
to consumers should be made available to the cable operators and consumers 
respectively. In view of the large number of operators the manner in which this 
should be done will have to be determined separately taking into account that at 
present there is no field level enforcement machinery in place. Thus action to 
publicise and /or inform individual consumers about the rates of channels 
/bouquets would be examined separately as one comprehensive exercise. 

Whether we should move towards pricing of individual channels so that the consumers 
in a non-CAS environment , through the cable operators , exercise a wider choice 
regarding channels? 

3.20 A general view over this subject is yet to crystalise. Accordingly there 
appears to be no need to make any changes in the basic scheme of the 
price control regime for the present. 

3.21 The factors mentioned for determining the similarity of rates of similar 
channels contained in the proposed clause 3B in the Amendment Order has 
not been extended to the charges in respect of commercial subscribers, in 
deference to the directions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court on 28.4.2006 to 
maintain status quo as on the date of the order until further orders in civil 
appeals no 2061 of 2006 and 2247 of 2006. 

ANNEXURE 

GIST OF COMMENTS OF STAKEHOLDERS 


The opinion on the issues have generally been seen to be divided along 
the lines of business model reflecting the respective interests of stakeholder 
groups of Broadcasters, channel Providers and channel Distributors on the one 
hand and the MSOs and Cable Operators on the other. Only two consumer 
Organisations have responded. The comments received have been summarized 
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to reflect the different views received under these three major groups of 
stakeholders. Certain new issues, which have been raised in the Open House 
Discussions, have also been taken into consideration. 

a) On the proposal for amendment to the Tariff Order proposed by 

MSO Alliance the views of the major groups are: 

I. Group consisting of Broadcaster, channel provider, distributors of 
channels 

i) Collective choice given the wide variety of individual choices 
would require consensus, which is not practicable. Further the 
argument of a-la-carte leading to wider consumer choice is 
fallacious, as the consumers will still h^ve no choice over cable 
operator or placement of channels or quality of service. 

ii) It is important to have a proper addressable system for a-la- 
carte model to be effective and transparent. 

iii) Restricting channels to a a-ia-carte leads to a loss of benefits of 
economies of scale, result in lower programme diversity and 
absence of level playing field to new and niche channels, 
restrains the growth of the industry leading to loss of benefits of 
volume discounting, reduced choice and increased cost to the 
consumers. It has been reported that there is evidence to this 
effect shown in a study of US Market. 

I! Group consisting of MSOs, Cable Operators 

i) Broadcasters are hard bundling all the pay channels and 
customers are not willing to pay as they do no watch all pay 
channels. The words ‘or as part of new separate bouquet’ has 
been taken advantage by the broadcasters in the case of HBO 
and Ten Sports Channels. 

ii) What has been requested is that both choices - to subscribe 
individually or bouquets - should be available and for the choice 
to be real a pricing formula needs to be incorporated in the Tariff 
Order whereby a ceiling on the individual/ a-la-carte prices 
comprised in a bouquet is imposed. 

iii) With the large increase in the number of channels it is not 
possible to carry all the channels because of limitations of 
bandwidth. 

Ill Group consisting of consumer organizations 

The responding consumer organisations have stated that the 
proposal of MSO Alliance should not be agreed to till the 
introduction of CAS or an addressable system at the level of 
consumer. Collective choice in the present set up when the 
consumer is required to deal with only one cable operator is a 
farce and the amendment will only give leverage to the MSOs. 
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b) On the issue of alternative methods by which the concerns expressed by 
MSO Alliance can be addressed within the existing framework of non¬ 
addressability the views of the various groups of stakeholders are as 
under: 

I. Group consisting of Broadcaster, channel provider, distributors of 
channels 

i) In the absence of CAS, digitalization is seen to be the solution 
for addressing the concerns of MSOs over constraints of 
bandwidth for carrying channels in Analogue mode. The choice 
of offering channels individually or as a bouquet should be left to 
the broadcasters to determine and market driven solution is 
advanced as the best option in a Non CAS environment. 

II Group consisting of MSOs and Cable Operator 

i) The general view is that there is no other method excepting 
amendment to the Tariff Order, as they are not able to carry all 
the bouquet(s) of channels imposed on them in analogue mode. 

ii) However in the alternative in a non-addressable situation there 
is a need for a basic formula of individual pricing of channels Vs 
Average price per channel in a bouquet so that the individual 
channel price is not unviable for operators to choose. 

iii) One view is that in the event amendment being not practical the 
price prevailing on 26.12.2003 can be used as benchmark but 
only 7% increase be permitted on the aggregate price of all 
bouquets. 

iv) Another view is that TRAI’s recommendation on pay channels 
coming after a notified date through STB with limited price 
regulation on maximum available discount in a bouquet should 
address the issue. 

III Group consisting of consumer organisations 

i) If CAS through STB is implemented on rental basis and 
digitalization takes place the issue will get resolved. 

ii) Another consumer organisation is of the view that the issue has 
arisen due to migration of pay channels and it is a dispute 
between service providers. In order to avoid future dispute TRAI 
should mandate all broadcasters /distributors to decide on 
individual prices of all existing pay channels. 

c) On the issue of amendment of Tariff Order to indicate benchmarks for 
determining similarity in rates of new pay channels vis-a-vis rates of 
similar channels that was prevailing on 26.12.2003 the views of the 
various groups are as under: 

I. Group consisting of Broadcaster, channel provider, distributors of 
channels 

i) This group have stated that the rapid growth in competitive 
market should be recognized and price freeze withdrawn and 
the Tariff Order amended to invoke free market principle and 
pricing should be allowed to be based on commercial 
agreements. 
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ii) Fixing benchmarks for a product, which comprises intellectual 
property rights and copyrightable material, would amount 
regulating the price of copyrights. Entertainment is not a 
commodity to apply quantitative parameters and is not an 
essential commodity to be brought under price regulation. 

iii) With intrinsically different cost structure on account of 
technology used, distribution model followed, differences in 
content quality, programme format, margin/fees paid to 
intermediaries, the benchmark approach will be ineffective, 
illogical and sub optimal. 

II. Group consisting of MSOs and Cable Operators 

i) Similarity of channels should be judged by taking, into 
consideration the rate card or price of individual channel of all 
broadcasters of similar genre and the language of the channel. 

The criteria based on reach being subjective should not be 
used. 

ii) The derived wholesale price should not be used as a 
benchmark. 

hi) One view is that if the price prevailing as on 26.12.2003 is used 
as benchmark only 7% increase on account of inflation should 
be allowed on the aggregate price of all the bouquets of a 
broadcaster/distributor. * 

iv) Another view is that the method of fixing prices on a la carte vis 

a vis bouquet of channels as envisaged in para 4 of chapter 3 
of the consultation paper of April 2004 can be used as 
basis. 

v) Despite subjectivity involved in pricing of content there has to 
be ceiling on the price of new channel vis-a-vis the price of 
existing channel of that genre. A limit of 1.5 times the price of 
existing channel is suggested as one option. In case if a 
broadcaster fees that such pricing will not cover his costs and 
reasonable margin exception can be made by TRAI on case- 
to-case basis after examining costing details. 

i > 

til. Group consisting of consumer organisations 

One view is that the available Chennai CAS area individual 
channel prices and wholesale bouquet CAS and NON CAS area 
prices be used to derive wholesale individual channel price 
within a bouquet and for judging similarity in rates. Another 
organisation has suggested that channels be classified under 
various genres by the broadcaster and average price falling 
under a genre can be used as a benchmark till such time the 
addressability is introduced. Market forces may be allowed to 
determine the prices once the addressability is introduced. 

d ) On the issue of specific changes required in the Tariff Order and the 
approach in case of an existing pay channel change from one 
distributor to another, the arguments representing various stakeholder 
groups are: 
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I. Group consisting of Broadcaster, channel provider, distributors of 

channels 

i) The Regulator should not be interfering in what are 
commercially negotiated contracts between private parties. 

ii) Such events are unique and it is impossible to work out any 
methodology because the events are spread over different 
periods of time. 

iii) There are also a couple of suggestions on the methodology. 
One suggestion is that the current distributor be allowed to 
acquire a new channel in place of an existing channel going out 
of his existing bouquet without change in the existing bouquet 
price. Alternatively if the cost of acquisition leads to higher cost 
per subscriber, the new distributor should be left to his 
discretion to provide such new channel on a-la-carte basis or as 
a part of new bouquet by adding volume discount. 

A 

II. Group consisting of MSOs and Cable Operators 

i) The extent of reduction in the bouquet price should be the 
benchmark for the new broadcaster/distributor and to facilitate 
this the prices of individual channels and bouquets should be 
published by broadcasters in public domain. 

ii) Another suggestion is that the principle of price freeze on the 
total price of all bouquets subject to escalation for inflation must 
be applied or alternatively the shifted channel be mandated to 
be offered on a standalone basis for at least six months till the 
market forces determine the true value of the channel. 

Ill Group consisting of Consumer Organisations. 

One view is that the extent of reduction should be with reference 
to the benchmark prices as prevailed on 26.12.2003 of the 
channel that moved out of a bouquet. Another view is that it is 
an issue, which has to be settled between MSO and 
broadcaster, but in order that no dispute arises in future TRAI 
should mandate broadcasters/MSOs to decide on the individual 
channel prices of all the existing pay channels. 

e) On the issue of freezing of the rates of new pay channels /bouquets 
introduced after 26.12.2003 at the level of introduction the views are as 
under: 

I. Group consisting of Broadcaster, channel provider, distributors of 
channels 

i) The group have opposed price freeze and suggested lifting of 
price caps and recommended to leave it to market forces. 

ii) The object behind introductory pricing is to provide an 
opportunity to as many people to view content and therefore the 
prices should not be frozen at this level. 

iii) With two platforms for delivery and with more DTH operators 
expected to become operational the Indian market is 
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competitive and price control and restrictions will impact 
revenues, limit investment, slow down launch of digitalization, 
affect quality and diversity of programming. 

iv) TRAI’s objective is to promote competition and price freeze is 
only a temporary measure. There is no comparable regulation 
on price etc on other forms of entertainment such as theatre, 
print media. Globally pay channels are not capped or regulated 
except the basic tier. 

v) Price -regulation sanctifies piracy and resultant under 

declaration. ^ 

vi) No market failure scenario or other compelling economic 
rationale exists for placing price control on pay channels. 

II. Group consisting of MSOs and Cable Operators 

i) The prices should be frozen except for the adjustment for 
annual inflation till addressability and choice at the consumer 
level is not sorted out as otherwise the objective of protecting 
consumer interest will be defeated. 

ii) Another suggestion is that not only the prices be frozen in 
respect of new pay channels that have come after 26.12.2003, 
the tariff order should also be amended imposing restrictions on 
the grounds for increase in subscriber base limiting it to only on 
account of enlargement of service area or addition to the 
number of cable operators. Alternatively, the price freeze should 
operate only at the level of broadcasters to MSO and MSOs 
should be allowed to increase the cable charges for the 
distribution chain below so that the additional outgo to 
broadcasters due to imposed increased connectivity is 
recouped. 

Ill Group consisting of Consumer Organisations 
One of the consumer organisations has favoured the freezing of 
prices of pay channels at the level of introduction after 26.12.2003 
and the other has viewed that it should not be frozen and may be 
reviewed on the basis of benchmarks adopted for pricing of new 
pay channels. 

f) On the issue of release for public information of prices of new pay 
channels charged by broadcasters to MSOs reported under clause 4 of 
the Tariff Order by TRAI as and when there are changes, the 
arguments advanced are: 

I. Group consisting of Broadcaster, channel provider, distributors of 
channels 

i) The relevant information to the consumer is the retail price and 
not the price charged by broadcaster to MSOs. Publishing of 
information without similar obligations down the distribution 
chain will cause confusion and make the market functioning 
inefficient. 

ii) Another view is that the information furnished to TRAI on prices 
is confidential information and public disclosure of negotiated 
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commercially sensitive information will create difficulties for the 
parties to enter into agreements based on their respective 
competitive strength in future. 

iii) There is also a view that the rates of the channel may be 
published by TRAI. 

II. Group consisting of MS Os and Cable Operators 

i) The prices should be published by TRAI as TRAI will be best 
official source for pricing and will bring transparency. The prices 
should be made available to the consumer organisations. 
Broadcasters and MSOs should also disclose the prices through 
their respective channels. Attention has been invited to Rule 9 
of the Cable Television Rules 1994 in support. 

ii) Stating that there is a worldwide practice of sharing distribution 
margin between broadcasters, MSOs, LCOs and a similar 
model should be adopted in India. 

Ill Group consisting of Consumer Organisations 

The consumer organisations have commented that it will be 
very positive step and would lead to transoarency and informed 
decision making at all levels. 

g) On the issue of moving towards pricing of individual channels so that 
the consumers in a NON CAS environment through the cable operators 
exercise wider choice regarding channels the views of the various 
groups of stakeholders are: 

I. Group consisting of Broadcaster, channel provider, distributors of 

channels 

The broadcaster group has not supported the moving towards 
pricing of individual channels. Generally the grounds for not 
supporting the proposed amendment to the Tariff order 
facilitating the a-la-carte system, has been reiterated. The 
absence of non existence of addressability at the consumer 
level, collective choice cannot be representative of individual 
consumer choice etc, increased costs to consumers on a-la- 
carte system have been cited as the reasons for not supporting 
this proposal. 

II. Group consisting of MSOs /Cable operators 

i) We should move towards pricing of individual channels. 
Broadcasters are bundling slow moving channels with channels 
in good demand and a move towards pricing of individual 
channels in non CAS environment will give wider choice to 
consumers. 

ii) It has been stated that MSO/operator who is getting direct feed 
should be able exercise choice on behalf of the consumers till 
addressability comes at consumer level and this is the practice 
worldwide. 

iii) One view that it has both advantages and disadvantages. The 
benefit is to choose collectively through the operator but the 
difficulty is that the MSO will have to select all the channels, as 
there will be divergent demands and increased number of 
agreements with the cable operator. 
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HI. Group consisting of consumers 

Exercising choice through Cable operator is just an illusion and 
pricing of individual channels should go along with the 
introduction of pay channels through the addressable system. 
Another view is that we should move towards pricing of 
individual channels but the consumer will not be able to exercise 
choice because of analogue networks with limited bandwidth. 


Printed by the Manager, Govt, of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-! 10064 
and Published by the Controller of Publications, Delhi-110054. 




